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Agency  properly canceled IFB and resolic-
ited requirement where IFB statement of
quantities of shelvirg required was unclear
and Government is unable to adequately
evaluate bids,

Ridq-Uﬂnak, Inc, protests canceliation of Invita-
tion for Bids (IFB) F04700-42-B-0051 by the Air Farce
Flight Test Centler, resolicitation of the Air Foxce's
requirement updar Invitation for Blds (second IFB)
F04700-82-B~0084; and award under the second IFB to
Advance Engineering Company. According to the Alr,
Force, IFB-0051, which called for various quantities of
wareholise shelving material, was cancveled after bid
opening because it did not clearly state its require-

‘ ments, an error whlch the Air Force believes led some
offerors to overprice their bids, The protester con-
tends that no one should have been misled by the first
IFDN; that it was entiitled to .award because 1its bid was
low, and that the Air Force, by resoliciting its
requirement, in effewt had conducted an auction,

We deny the protest.

First, we point out that a defect in a. solicita-
tion such as an ambiguity in a sclicitation which may
mislead nfferors denies the Government the henefit of
full compdtition,'and thus, provides a cogent and com-
pelllng reason for cancellation, Man Barrier Corpora-
tion, B-197208, August 5, 1980, " §0=2CPp Bh, Thy =sole
queation for consideration, therefore, is whether" there
was a legitimate basis'for the Air Force's conclusion
that an.-ambiguity in its solicitation affected the
bidding process.
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The defect in question concerns an alleged ambiguity
in. line items 2, G, and 9 of the first IFR, In each
inetance, the IFB called for a three-piece set of shelves
to cover a nine foot span and requested a unit price for
each item, VYor example, quoting from line item 2, the
schediile is as follows;

Sugg}iéggSeggices Quantity Unit Unit Price
"Flat Devk Panel 59} Ea, §

shelves, uhree piecs,
designed far use with
Republic Sthel Corp,
Beams (pr) PY 820040,
Shelves consttuated of
22 gauge stee)l 36"Wx
44"D, 3 plece set to .
cover 9' span, Republic
Steel or equal,"

The Air Force mean% to require bids on )97 three-~piece
sets (5Y1 individual pieces), Because the schedule refers
to 591 three-piece sets, however, it could not tell with
certainty from offerors' schedules whether pricing was
based on 591 pieces or 591 sets,

As the Air Force points out, pricing for sghelving
varied considlerably, with higher unit prices being
approximately three times the lower prices bhid, A bid
submitted by United Steel Products, for example, quoted
shelf prices which are out of line with prices quoted by
Ridg-U-Rak,

The Air Force evaluated bids by multiplying each line
item by the number of individual items needed (i,e.,
individual shelves)., Ridg~U-Rax says it bid on that
basis, 1If; however, United Steel's bid is evaluated as
offering a"unit price for 3-shelf sets rather than for
individual; shelves, its bid (for partial quantities, €.94,
197 three-piece sets for item 2) meoets the Air Force's
actual needs at a lower overall price than does
Ridg~-U-~Rak's hid.

We rizcognize that it is possible, as the protester
contends, that some offerors discovered the ambiguity,
‘Assuming that the Government was seeking only complete
units, thg quantities stated in line items 2, 6 and I
should have correuponded with the quantities of other
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parts listed in other line items. The protaster says it
analyzed the IFB in this way and confirmed its nyndeg¢-
standing with the Air Porce,

: If Ridg-U-Rak knew of the deficlency in the solicita-
tion prinr to bid opening, it should have specifically
krought the deficiency to the Alr Force's attention, The
fact that the protester correctly analyzed the Govern-
ment's intent does not, however, alter the fact that
others apparently did not do so, 1In the circumstances,
the Government found jtself unable to evaluate bids, and
consequently, unable to obtain the benefit of full compe-
tition without recompeting its requirement,

Acting Comptroller General
of the United States

The protest is denied,





